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give a fair examination to both.    At the same time
I entertain a strong conviction that one of. the two
modes of argument  is in its nature scientific, the
other not only unscientific but condemned by science.
The scientific argument is that which reasons from
the facts   and  analogies  of human experience as a
geologist does when he infers the past states of our
terrestrial globe, or an astronomical observer when he
draws conclusions respecting the physical composition
of the heavenly bodies.     This  is  the a posteriori
method, the principal application of which to Theism
is the argument (as it is called) of design.    The mode
of reasoning which I call unscientific, though in the
opinion of some thinkers it is also a legitimate mode
of scientific procedure, is that which infers external
objective facts from ideas or convictions of our minds.
I say this independently of any opinion of my own
respecting the origin of our ideas or convictions; for
even if we were unable to point out any manner in
which the idea of God, for example, can have grown
up from the impressions of experience, still the idea
can only prove the idea, and not the objective fact,
unless indeed the fact is supposed (agreeably to the
book of Genesis) to have been handed down by tradi-
tion  from a time  when there  was direct personal
intercourse with the Divine Being;  in which case
the argument is no longer a priori.    The supposition
that an idea, or a wish, or a need, even if native to